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On November 30, 1990, he indicates there is a possibility of foul play and recommends the 
investigation be transferred to Major Crimes. When the file is not transferred, he summarily 
concludes the file on December 5, 1990. The only new information he received on that day 
was a verbal report from Dr. Adolph on the results of the autopsy. In any event, it simply 
does not make sense that any suspicions of foul play or necessity for further investigation 
by Major Crimes, are dispelled by the verbal report of Dr. Adolph. What is the point of 
recommending the file be transferred to Major Crimes if all that he was waiting for was the 
result of the autopsy report? If he was expecting the body to yield the answers as to how 
Neil Stonechild came to die, why would he not have inspected the body or even looked at 
the photographs? 

The only reasonable inference that can be drawn is that Jarvis was not prepared to pursue 
the investigation because he was either aware of police involvement or suspected police 
involvement. 

4 | Missed Opportunities - December 1990 - March 1991 

The concern I have about the obvious inadequacies in the investigation of Stonechild's 
death is compounded by the fact that a number of opportunities to correct the situation 
came and went. 

Investigation File Supervision 

There were checks and balances in place in 1990 to ensure that an investigation file was 
properly conducted and not prematurely closed. After a detective's Investigation Report was 
transcribed by Central Records, it was forwarded by the Reader to the Staff Sergeant in 
charge of the investigative unit. It was the Staff Sergeant's role to review the reports to 
confirm that the file was being adequately investigated. Further, an investigation file could 
not be concluded unless the Staff Sergeant approved its closure. 

There is very little evidence in regard to the supervision of the Stonechild investigation. The 
Staff Sergeant who was in charge of supervising the Stonechild investigation could not 
recall the file. There is also no indication in the Investigation file as to what, if any, 
supervisory role he played. The file simply states that he assigned the file to Jarvis, and that 
he approved the closure of the file. There is, for instance, no evidence that there were any 
discussions or steps taken to respond to Jarvis' recommendation in his November 30, 1990 
Investigation Report that the file be turned over to Major Crimes. There is also no evidence 
of what, if any, discussions or review occurred when Jarvis recommended in his next 
Investigation Report of December 5, 1990, that the file be closed. In light of the glaring 
deficiencies in the investigation, which were confirmed by most if not all of the police 
witnesses who took the time to review the entire file, 426 the only conclusion to be drawn is 
that the inadequacies would have been identified and remedied before the file was closed if 
the file had been properly supervised. 


This list includes former Chief Penkala, Deputy Chief Wiks, former Chief Dave Scott, and 
S/Sgt. Murray Zoorkan 
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Internal Complaints within the Saskatoon Police Service 

Shortly after the file was closed, members of the Saskatoon Police Service came forward 
with concerns about the sufficiency of the investigation. Cst. Louttit approached his own 
Staff Sergeant, who in turn, sent Louttit to meet with the Staff Sergeant in charge of Major 
Crimes, Bruce Bolton. He was told by S/Sgt. Bolton that he would have to deal directly with 
Sgt. Jarvis. Sgt. Jarvis dismissed Louttit's concerns indicating that the matter "was in hand", 
and that Louttit should leave it alone. 

Sgt. Jarvis was also approached by Sgt. Eli Tarrasoff. Tarrasoff reviewed the investigation file 
after it was closed and was of the view that it was not properly investigated. Tarrasoff met 
with Jarvis and expressed the view that the investigation could have been done in more 
depth. Tarrasoff recalled that Jarvis was rather flippant about the matter, responding: "The 
kid went out, got drunk, went for a walk and froze to death." Unfortunately, as a result of 
unrelated difficulties in Tarrasoff's personal life, he did not pursue the matter. 

The complaints of these members of the Saskatoon Police Service provided the Service with 
another opportunity to correct the problems with the investigation within a relatively short 
period after the file was closed. This opportunity too was squandered. The evidence 
suggests that in 1990, a suitable policy or practice to ensure that internal complaints were 
fully addressed was either not in place or not observed. The problem with simply referring 
the complainant or complaint to the officer who is the subject of the criticism is obvious. 
Such a practice is bound to discourage internal complaints. 

External Complaints in the Press 

On March 4, 1991, the cover story in the StarPhoenix was "Family Suspects Foul Play". The 
article was based upon interviews that the reporter, Terry Craig, had with the Stonechild 
family and with the Saskatoon Police Service media relations officer, Sgt. Dave Scott. The 
article expressed the family's concern that the matter had not been fully investigated and the 
family's suspicion that racism may have been a factor in the premature closure of the file. 

Terry Craig quoted the response of Dave Scott to these very serious allegations: 

"I don't agree. A tremendous amount of work went into that case" he says. 

Pointing to a hefty file, Scott says investigators pursued every avenue. The 
coroner's report said no evidence showed Stonechild who was 17, was beaten 
before his death." 427 

Scott testified that he would not have reviewed the Stonechild investigation file prior to the 
interview with Terry Craig. He likely sought information from the Investigator or from the 
Staff Sergeant in charge of file. Scott did review the file prior to his testimony, and at that 
point he recognized that the file had not been satisfactorily investigated. While the evidence 
does not establish that there was intent to deceive, nevertheless, the public was misled by 
Scott's remarks. 

The missed opportunity in this instance goes beyond the fact that the media relations 
officer failed to identify that the investigation was incomplete. An article on the cover of 
Saskatoon's only newspaper suggesting racism on the part of Saskatoon Police Service 


427 StarPhoenix report dated March 4, 1991, Inquiry exhibit P-1 



Part 5 - Overview of the Evidence 


members was a clear signal to the chain of command at the Saskatoon Police Service that 
the matter ought to be revisited. This obvious conclusion is confirmed by the testimony of 
Joe Penkala, the Chief at the time. Penkala did not recall reading the article, but he testified 
what he would have done had he been advised about the article: 

"A. ...I would have immediately followed this up with my -- with my deputy 
chief of operations and I'd have instructed that the entire incident had to be 
reviewed and that review would have to be brought to my attention and to 
be carried out and it would have to satisfy me before it could be dropped. 

Q. So you would have asked one of your senior officers to actually review the 
investigative file? 

A. Absolutely. 

Q. And report back to you. 

A. Absolutely. 

Q. And if you had any concerns you would have directed some further 
investigation or further steps to be taken. 

A. Yes." 428 

Penkala's notes indicate that he was working in March of 1991, but he was approaching 
retirement and had relegated much of his responsibilities to his executive officers. The Inquiry 
heard from a number of these executive officers. None of them recalled the March 1991 
article or the Stonechild investigation itself. There is no evidence that any senior officer in 
the Saskatoon Police Service took any steps to inquire into the concerns expressed through 
the media. 

In the period between December 1990 and March 1991, the Saskatoon Police Service had 
several chances to address the inadequacies of the investigation into Stonechild's death. The 
problems with the investigation should have been caught by the file supervision system. The 
internal complaints about the investigation should have been followed up. Finally, the article 
on the cover of the StarPhoenix in March of 1991 should not have been ignored by the chain 
of command. In spite of these opportunities, the Saskatoon Police Service did not act, and 
the investigation remained closed for a decade. 

The next article published in the StarPhoenix about the death of Neil Stonechild in February 
of 2000 would result in the reopening of the investigation, but not by the Saskatoon Police 
Service. It was the RCMP that ultimately seized the opportunity to correct an injustice that 
had been permitted to endure for a decade. 


Evidence of Joe Penkala, Inquiry transcript, vol. 19 (October 15, 2003): 3722-3723 



